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RENTAL MARKET SURVEY IN 
SEVEN PONTARLO (CLELES, = .OGTOBER,. 1980 


Background 


The Ministry of Housing first sponsored a Rental Market 
Survey in 1975, and the 1980 survey is the fifth in the 
series. Survey objectives and design have evolved 
continuously since 1975 with major design changes in 
1977. The 1977 design became a mature survey with the 
addition of various refinements in 1978, 1979 and 1980. 
All surveys since 1977 can be considered as replications 
of the 1977 survey design. Therefore, statistics from 
all four surveys are comparable. Trends in rental 


markets can be examined in detail since 1977. 


All analysis and statistics cited in this report are the 
work of the Policy and Program Development Secretariat 
staff. The Ministry is solely responsible for all 
conclusions and statistical quality. The 1980 survey 
was conducted by the consulting firm of Complan Research 
Associates Ltd. Complan Research conducted telephone 
interviews among random samples of all private rental 
households in seven Ontario cities: Hamilton, London, 


Ottawa, Sudbury, Thunder Bay, Metro Toronto and Windsor. 


As in previous years the three objectives to the 1980 


Rental Market Survey were: 


Ll. To determine current rent levels in selected 
urban areas during October, 1980. 


2. To determine annual rent changes incurred by 
individual households since October, 1979. 


3. To determine tenant perceptions of building 

Maintenance and services provided by land- 

Lords: 
The 1980 survey has been expanded to better fulfill the 
third objective --- tenant perceptions of building main- 
tenance. Previously,very 'soft' data on tenant percep- 
tions of overall levels of maintenance were obtained. 
To refine the data on maintenance levels, revised ques- 
tions were asked relating to such areas as elevator 
services, lights in public areas, heating and hotwater 
systems and leakages in walls, roof or ceiling. An 
Open-ended question allowed respondents to identify 
other areas not already mentioned where repairs were 
required. Tenants were asked to identify specific 
occurences of maintenance breakdowns in these areas 
rather than perceptions as to their level of satisfaction 


with maintenance and services. 


Other refinements to the 1980 survey design included 
changes to the demographic data collected. Questions 
relating to income and household composition were 
expanded to provide more complete information. In prior 
surveys ,grouped income levels had been asked rather than 


specific or actual income data. This hindered the type 


of analysis possible. In addition,the questions relat- 
ing to income were revised to reflect household income 
rather than personal income. Household income data 
provides a more accurate assessment of respondents rent- 
to-income ratio and thus, the household's ability to pay 
rent. Additional analysis in this area will be forth- 
coming in subsequent publications. In future surveys it 
may be possible to monitor changes or trends in rent-to- 
income ratios for tenant households in the cities sur- 


veyed. 


Further, a minor refinement was made to the question 
relating to private market versus non-private market 
rents. An attempt was made to exclude all non-private 
market rents. This includes those receiving government 
subsidized rent and in certain cities,employees receiving 
low cost accommodation from their employers (more 


prominent in Northern Ontario). 


As was done in the 1979 survey, statistical tables 
convey the statistical quality of results and indicate 
limitations which should be placed on interpretation. 
The limitations result from a survey design which called 
for the use of moderate sample sizes to control costs. 
Moderate sample sizes entail the possibility of sizeable 
Sampling error, and consideration of sampling error can- 


not be ignored when evaluating survey results. 


Survey estimates are seldom equal to true values, 
because not all units are measured. If two survey 
results are too close together, then they cannot be 
realistically treated as different numbers. For 
example, if sampling error is large, then an average 
percent rent increase of 7% in 1979 compared to a 1980 


value of 5% may not be safely considered a reduction. 


Sampling error is evaluated by formal tests, but pre- 
sentation of test results is ponderous. However, pre- 
sentation of statistics in table format invites com- 
parison of the statistics across cities or some other 
criteria such as building size. Therefore, test results 
are conveyed by printing statistical tables in two dif- 
ferent types. For all tables in the body of this report, 
statistics printed in-italte type indicate that: the dif- 
ferences are too small to be considered genuine. Sta- 
tistics that show stronger differences are printed in 


regular type face. 


Many statistical tests can be calculated for each table, 
but only test results for the most basic level of com- 
parison in a table can be indicated by the Italtes con- 
vention. For example, Table 1.2 gives Percent Non-Movers 


by Building Size. The comparison is by building size 


within cities. Only Toronto shows substantial dif- 
ferences between building sizes. Substantial dif- 
ferences across cities may or may not be present. 
Tables, titles and formats readily indicate whether the 


tested comparisons are within or across cities. 


More detailed comparisons may be examined by referring 
to Tables 4.2 and 4.3 in the appendix. Table 4.2 gives 
the precision associated with various percentage estim- 
ates and sample sizes, while Table 4.3 gives precision 
associated with various averages. The precision of a 
statistical estimate is expressed as a plus or minus 
range around the sample statistic. The true value is 
almost certain to fall in that range. Values outside 

a range can be excluded as possible true values with 


near certainty. 


The various statistics contained in this report have 
widely varying precision. Indicators of precision are 
provided in recognition of the widely varying uses of 


rent survey statistics. 


This report provides an analysis of certain data col- 
lected in the October, 1980 survey and provides selected 
comparisons between 1979 and 1980 Rental Market Surveys. 
Survey results are presented in three sections: rent 
increases, rent levels and maintenance and services. 


A technical appendix follows Section III. 


SUMMARY OF RESULTS 


i.  SenC tneLreasces 
@ Median percent rent increases ranged from 4.2% 
in THinder Bay to’6.0% in Toronto (Table 174). 
However, most increases fell in two categories, 
no increase and near 6% increase. The dis- 
tribution of increases suggests the impact 


of Rent Review (Table 1.3). 


@ Units in small buildings received lower median 
percent rent increases compared with units in 
larger buildings. This is largely due to the 
presence of a significantly larger proportion 


of no rent increase cases in small buildings 


(Rabies: £2.55 7ls6):. 


@e No substantial difference in percent rent 
increases between high and low income tenants 


is, evident (Table 1.7). 


- @ No substantial differences in the distributions 
of percent rent increase from October, 1978 to 
October, 1979 and from October, 1979 to October, 
1980 were present (Table 1.9). Typical percent 


rent increases were also unchanged (Table 1.10). 


@® Mail survey results indicated that percent 
rent increases were higher for movers (tenant 
moved between October, 1979 and October, 1980) 
in Hamilton, London and Sudbury. Toronto 
movers had lower percent rent increases than 
non-movers. However, substantial numbers of 
units with no rent increase were present among 
mover units in most cities. A genuine difference 


in average rents between movers and non-movers was 


exhibited in Sudbury only (Table 1.11). 


II. Rent Levels 
@e Average rents, including separate charges, 
ranged. fromyS213sper/month in’ Sudbury. to $315 


per month in Toronto (Table 2.1). 


@ Over. 103 .0of the Unves, an, TOronto, cost over 
$250 per month while over 70% of units in 


Sudbury cost less than $250 per month (Table 
2.2). This was especially true in the case 


Of larger cunits Table’ 227.34. 


e Rent distributions by building size indicated 
genuine differences between large and small 
structures for most cities. (London and Ottawa 


were the exceptions). 


@e The annual rates of increase (between the 1979 
and 1980 survey) for average rents range from 


=). 9% In Hamilton €0 10.0% in Windsor (Table (2.57% 


III. Maintenance and eeatee 
@e Less than 30% of cases reported any breakdown 
of maintenance systems. However, for those 
reporting breakdowns there was a genuine dif- 
ference between cities for such breakdowns as 
lights in public areas, elevator services and 


heating and hot water systems (Table 3.1). 


@ Occurence of breakdowns ranged generally around 
2 to 3 times in the past year. Duration of 
breakdowns rarely lasted more then 2 or 3 days 


except in cases where leaks were identified. 


e There were no apparent differences between 
structure sizes for breakdowns in heating or 
hot water systems. However, Toronto, London, 
and Ottawa showed significant differences between 
structure sizes with smaller structures report- 
ing more cases of leaks in roof, ceiling or 


plaster (Table 3.2). 


e No differences were observed in the number of 
cases reporting breakdowns between low and high 


income respondent groups (Table 3.3). 


I. RENT INCREASES 


Mover and Non-Movers Groups 

The study population was all occupied private rental units 
with telephone service. The survey design includes units 
that are controlled by Rent Review and those units cur- 


rently exempt from the Rent Review process. 


Information was collected from both "mover" and "non- 
mover" households. "Non-mover" households are those 
households who occupied the 1980 survey unit in October, 
POTS Pp -thaktvis), they “have 8lived \in their “current ‘anit 

for a minimum of one year. "Mover" households, on the 
other hand have moved during the period October, 1979 to 
October, 1980. In view of this, it is not possible for 
mover households to provide reliable data on the October, 


1979 rent for the 1980 survey unit. 


Rent increase statistics provide measures of rent change 
for units, not for occupants. A very different survey 
design would be required to measure rent change for 
tenant households. The rent increase statistics pre- 


sented in most of these tables deal with non-movers. 


As a result, rent change statistics are calculated among 
relatively long-term residents (non-movers), and the 
statistics may be biased. The experience of long-term 
residents cannot be assumed to be representative of all 


renters. 


No adequate methodology for identifying and contacting 
former tenants of units surveyed has been developed. To 
provide some data on mover households,a mail survey was 
utilized to contact present residents of units surveyed 
in the October 1979 survey. Present residents of units 
Surveyed in October 1979 were asked to provide October 
1980 rent. Rent change statistics among units where 
tenant moves have Socumad bene presented at the end of 


Section I. 


The distribution of non-movers across cities and building 
size is important in the interpretation of rent increase 
statistics because most statistics are calculated among 
non-movers. If the distributions are not similar, then 
the statistics could be extremely biased. Tables 1.1 and 
Leucine the distribution of non-movers. Percent non- 
movers across cities ranged from 51.3% in London to 66.73% 
in Toronto. Distribution of non-movers across building 
size cannot be considered significant except for Toronto 
where the percentage of non-movers ranges from 57.3% in 


structures other than apartment buildings (i.e. singles, 


row etc.) to 71.1% in apartment structures with greater 


than sz20 UnLts. 


Comparison of Percent Rent Increases Among Cities 

An overall difference in percent rent increases can be 
found among the cities. This difference is largely 
accounted for by the cities surveyed in Northern Ontario 
(i.e. Sudbury and Thunder Bay). Both Sudbury and Thunder 
Bay have a large proportion of cases (i.e. responses) in 
the 0% and less rent increase category. Toronto had the 
fewest cases in the no rent increase category at 16.9%, 
while at the other end of the scale Sudbury had 45.4% of 


cases with no rent increase. 


Due the fact that most respondents fall into two widely 
separated categories (non-increase and 5.1-7.5%) averages, 
and to a lesser extent medians, fall in regions where few 
cases are present. For example,the Thunder Bay average 
increase for all units is 4.8% but only 10.3% of cases 
(Table 1.3) fall near the 4.8% average. Generally, the 
average is interpreted as a representation of the typical 
case, but that interpretation is not appropriate given 

the distribution of rent increases within cities. Medians 
are better representations of the typical case and are 


much more reliable. 


When one excludes no rent increase cases, averages cal- 
culated among cases with rent increases are better estim- 
ators. Still,typical increases are not well represented. 


Only 11.5% of cases fell near the Toronto average increase 


of 8.3% (rent increase cases only). 


Close examination of Tables 1.3 and 1.4 indicates that 
rent increases of 6% were extremely typical, if medians* 


are interpreted as representing the typical case. 


In all cities over 70% of cases have increases of 
approximately 6% or less (Table 1.3). Distributions 


would suggest the effects of Rent Review.** 


The median percent increases for all units in which an 
increase took place (i.e. no increases excluded) range 
from 6.0% to 6.5%. When units with no rent increase are 
included, medians ranged from 5.2% to 6.0%, except for 
Sudbury (4.4%) and Thunder Bay (4.2%). Both Sudbury and 
Thunder Bay had a large number of cases in the zero rent 


increase category. 


Comparison of Rent Increases by Building Size and by 
Annual Household Income by City. 


Percent rent increase distributions by building size are 
presented in Table 1.5 and 1.6. Table 1.5 shows that 
strong differences in rent increase were present between 


small and large buildings. 


a ee 


* Medians are values such that 50% of cases fall below 
and 50% fall above the medians. 


** Rent increases for units first occupied prior to 1976 
are limited to 6%. Higher increases must go through 
the Rent Review process. 
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In each city: 
@e Small buildings had relatively more units 
in the no rent increase category than large 
buildings. 
@e Large buildings had relatively more units 
around 6% rent increase than small buildings. 
The distribution of rent increase by household income is 
presented in Table 1.7. The distribution for low and 
high income families were remarkably similar in each city. 
There was no evidence that percent rent increase is related 
to income. 


Comparison of Percent Rent Increase from October, 1978 
to,October, 9/9. and. for October,.19/9-torOctober,,,1980 


by eCity. 

Comparison of percent rent increase between October, 1978 
to October, 1979 and October, 1979 to October, 1980 are 
presented in Tables 1.8, 1.9 and 1.10. The 1979 and 1980 
percent rent increase results are remarkably similar. 

No genuine difference is demonstrated in the tables. 
Table 1.10 indicates there has been no substantial change 


in rent increases since October, 1979. 


Comparison of Percent Rent Increase between Movers and 
Non-Movers by City (Mail Survey) 


Information regarding rent increases for units when 


tenants move is not possible to obtain through the 1980 


telephone survey. To provide information on mover house- 
holds, a mail survey was conducted using the present 
occupants of units included in the 1979 Rental Market 
Survey. Current occupants of these units were asked to 
indicate their October 1980 rent and their date of 
occupancy. October 1979 rent was taken from the 1979 


survey data file. 


Comparison between mover and non-mover rent increase 
distributions, average rents and median increase is 


presented in Table 1.1ll. 


A substantial difference between mover and non-mover 
median increase was present in Toronto, Hamilton, London 
and Sudbury. Movers tended to have higher incidences of 
rent increases above 7.5% for Hamilton, London and Sudbury. 
Toronto movers, on the other hand had substantially lower 
average and median increases then non-movers. This 

may be due to the fact that 20% of movers had experienced 
no rent increase compared to 12.2% no rent increase cases 
for non-movers. All cities show a substantial number of 

no increase cases for mover units ranging from 13.0% in 


Hamilton to 40.8% of movers in Windsor. 


=A Sas 


These differences are established with relatively small 
sample sizes and results must be used with some qualifi- 
cation. The survey was not able to contact all 1979 
survey units due to insufficient addresses in a number 
of cases. Therefore, the sample cannot be considered 
representative of all tenant households in the cities 


surveyed. 


Including 8.3% unuseable addresses, the response rate 
was 40% of 1979 survey units. This response rate should 
be used for general analysis only. The results must be 


taken to represent some unspecified group of renters. 


Comparison of mail survey results between 1979 and 1980 
are not presented. Survey design and survey instruments 
changed substantially between the two survey periods. 

These changes will not allow general comparisons between 


the 1980 and 1979 mail survey data. 
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IT.” ~ RENT” LEVELS 


Comparison of Rent Levels - Averages and 
Distributions Among Cities 


Table 2.1 and 2.2 present average rent levels by bedroom 
count and rent distribution among cities. Average rents 
LOLCat UWntts VaLry COnsideraply frome cCLryeto city» 1 com 
Selo in ougbuLy to S3t5“ian' Toronto. =Toronto*~ and’ Ottawa 
have consistently higher rents in 1, 2 and 3 bedroom units. 
Higher rents are not unusual for the larger cities con- 
Sidering the differences in markets among the cities 


Surveyed. 


Distribution of rents in Table 2.2 indicates substantial 
differences between cities. For example, over 703% of 
cases in Sudbury have rents of less than $250 while over 


70% of the cases in Toronto have rents higher than $250. 


Comparison of Rent Level Distributions by Bedroom 
Coune anduBbualding Size by Caty 


Table 2.3 gives the distribution of rent levels by bed- 
room count for each city. It can be seen that some unit 
types represent a very small percentage of the total 
private rental stock. For example, moderately priced 
(less than $300 per month) three-bedroom units comprise 
only 15.8% of all three-bedroom units in Toronto compared 


LOL belLeeeOor Ottawa and 7/,9% Lor Sudbury. 


= One 


The availability of moderately priced family units (3 
bedroom) seems to be in limited supply for places such 


as Toronto, and to a lesser extent Ottawa. 


Table 2.4 gives rent level distributions and average 

rents by building size. Differences in rent level dis- 
tributions by building size are substantial in most 
cities (exceptions being London and Ottawa). In general, 
the largest proportion of low to moderate priced rents 

are in small buildings. However, in Toronto and Ottawa 
there are a number of units in the small buildings in 

the over $450 per month rent category. These units tend 
to inflate the averages for less than 6 units (i.e. small) 


structures. 


In the two largest cities, Toronto and Ottawa, small 
building rents tend to occupy the low and high end of 
the rent spectrum, while large buildings occupy the 
middle range. 


Comparison of Average Rent by Bedroom Count Between 
October 1979 and. October 1980 (1979, and 1980. Rental 


Market Surveys) 


Average rent levels by bedroom count for the 1979 and 
1980 surveys are presented in Table 2.5. The 1979 to 
1980 percent change in average October rent are substan- 


tial for all bedroom counts in Toronto and Windsor only. 


- 29 - 


Average rent increase between the two survey periods was 
not substantial in the majority of other cases. However, 
when considering average rents for all units, only 

Thunder Bay and Hamilton did not demonstrate substantial 
increases between the 1979 and 1980 rent surveys. Aver- 
age rents increased from - 0.9% in Hamilton to 10.0% in 
Windsor. Negative increases in Table 2.5 fall within an 
acceptable range of precision, that is the true value of 
the average rent for 1980 falls between $226.29 and $237.71, 
while the true value for the 1979 average rent falls 
between $228.50 and $239.50. The percent increase between 


the two survey periods ranges from +3.9% to -5.8%. 


The percent change statistics in Table 2.5 are provided 
to enable quick comparisons of the rates of change among 
cities. The comparison is at the city level, and stat- 


istics do not represent average rent increases faced by 


the individual” tenant.. The percent change statistics 
can not be used as a substitute for average rent increases 
among both movers and non-movers. Many factors can com- 


bine to create situations where the present change in 


average rent levels from year to year is greatly different 


than average individual rent change. For example, luxury 
units coming on the market can greatly increase percent 
change in average levels but have no impact on individual 


rent change as there were no prior tenants. 


Table 2.6 indicates that substantive changes for dis- 
tribution of rents between survey periods occured in 


Toronto, London and Windsor. 
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III. MAINTENANCE AND SERVICE 


Comparison of Breakdown in Maintenance Systems 


among Cities 

In previous surveys very "soft" data was collected 
regarding tenant perceptions of general level of main- 
tenance. This area of the survey was refined in 1980 
to provide more concrete data on maintenance and the 
type of maintenance problems which exist in the private 


rental market. 


Questions relating to maintenance asked whether: 


@® any elevators had been out of service for 
6 or more hours in the past year. 


@e lights in public areas have worked properly.. 
@e the regular heating or hot/water system 
broke down for 6 hours or more during the 


pase year. 


@ any walls, roof or ceiling of the building 
have leaked during the past year. 


@ any other items need repair. 
For those areas where a breakdown in the system was 
identified,the frequency and duration of longest occur- 


ence was asked. 


In general,Table 3.1 indicates there are genuine dif- 
ferences between cities in the areas of elevators, 


lights and heat/hot water systems. Toronto had the 


highest proportion of elevator breakdowns with 29.8% of 
cases reporting a system breakdown for 6 or more hours, 
while in Thunder Bay only 8.2% of cases reported a 
breakdown in the elevator system. The difference in 
proportions may be related to the number and age of 
highrise structures in the Northern communities in com- 
parison to larger cities. There was no substantial 
difference among cities for the frequency of occurences 
in the past year for any maintenance system breakdown. 
In general, in all cities some lights were out in public 
areas 2 to 3 times in past year and most breakdowns lasted 


an average of 1 to 3 days. 


Other items which required repair included such things 
aS repairs to kitchen appliances and cracks in plaster, 
ceilings or floors. However, responses were so small in 
absolute numbers for all categories that a detailed 
table was not warranted. Repairs to 'utilities' tended 
to be the most frequent response group in all cities. 
Utilities included such things as plumbing, electrical 


and heating systems. 


Comparison of Breakdown in Maintenance Systems by Buildin 
and Annual Household Income 
Table 3.2 indicates genuine differences between building 


sizes occurred only in London, * Toronto and Ottawa. In 


these cities leaks tended to occur more often in small 


~ 49 


buildings. No enon trends were apparent. Comparisons 
by building size for elevator breakdowns and occurence 
of lights out in public areas was not possible as 
questions relating to these two areas were asked of 
larger buildings only ae over 20 units in structure) .. 
There would appear to be no relationship between house- 
hold income and problems related to maintenance systems. 


No substantial differences could be found in the data. 
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TABURB DO. L 


OCCURENCE OF BREAKDOWNS TO SOME 


MAJOR SYSTEMS ~ OCTOBER'79 TO OCTOBER! 80 
Break- Fred. OL Longest 
Down in Occurence Occurence 
Municipality System System # (Median) (Median) 
(3) (Days) 
Metro Toronto Elevators 29.8 N/A N/A 
Lights (Public Area) 6.6 3 2 
Heat #0's0 2 1 
Leaks-Repaired Game N/A 5 
-Attempt Made ¢.3 N/A 180 
Hamilton Elevators 26.4 N/A N/A 
Lights (Public Area) 9,7 3.5 q 
Heat 7.4 J 1 
Leaks-Repaired cage: N/A Le 
-Attempt Made 6.4 N/A $65 
London Elevators $3 7 N/A N/A 
Lights (Public Area)’ 5.6 Fo Fs 3 
Heat 4.7 Ji Z 
Leaks-Repaired Onto N/A 6 
-Attempt Made 95.8 N/A 186 
Windsor Elevators 15 56 N/A N/A 
Lights (Public Area) 4.4 245 3 
Heat Sey “ a 
Leaks-Repaired a; N/A 4.5 
-Attempt Made 6.3 N/A 248 
Ottawa Elevators 02.6 N/A N/A 
Lighte (Public. Aréa) «2.3 p 1 
Heat 736 1 i 
Leaks-Repaired eae N/A 7 
-Attempt Made 5.4 N/A 202 
Thunder Bay Elevators 82 N/A N/A 
Lights (Public Area) 6.9 oe. 5 5s 
Heat 3G 1 g 
Leaks-Repaired 7.4 N/A 3 
-Attempt Made 8.0 N/A 156 
Sudbury Elevators Liss N/A N/A 
Lights (Public Area) 7.8 2 2 
Heat 5.4 1 M 
Leaks-—Repaired it tno O N/A 7 
-Attempt Made 5.9 N/A 188 


NOTE: Sample sizes may differ from other tables 
due to missing data. 


* Proportion of respondents indicating a break- 
down in the maintenance system. 
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IVs. (TECHNICAL CARP RNDIA 


The 1980 Rental Market Survey Report is based on an 
analysis of data from 5,121 interviews in seven Ontario 
cities. Table 4.1 indicates the number of completed 
interviews and completion rates in each surveyed city. 
Telephone interviews were conducted during October, 1980 
by Complan Research Associates from their central tele- 
phone facilities in Toronto. Interviewers were selected, 
trained and supervised specifically for the survey. In 
addition, the survey method and questionnaire were almost 
identical to the 1977 and 1978 surveys. Both interviewers 
and supervisors were given extensive training in the area 
of questionnaires, refusal handling, language problems 


and call back procedures. 


Study Population 
The desired study population was all private rental units 
in the seven cities surveyed. However, the survey design 
produced a survey population that is conceptually dif- 
ferent than the study population. Differences are: 
@e The survey population is rental households 

rather than rental units, because a house- 

hold member must respond to the survey. 

All respondents are male or female heads 


of households. Vacant units cannot be 
surveyed. 


@e Surveyed units must also have a telephone 
identified with a single rental unit, and 
a respondent available and willing to be 
surveyed. All telephones in rooming 
houses are excluded for this reason. 

e The survey population includes some house- 
holds outside the identified cities, because 
telephone exchanges are selected from 
directories. The exchanges do not 
necessarily follow municipal boundaries. 


e Interviews were undertaken in English, 
French and Italian. 


The survey method undoubtedly underrepresents some groups, 
such as rooming house residents. However, survey results 
Should not be appreciably biased. Sample representation 


of various groups can be judged from Tables 4.4 to 4.6. 


Sample Design 


A random probability sample of telephone directory 
numbers is drawn by systematic selection. The last 
digit of telephone numbers is increased by a constant 
so unlisted numbers are included in the sample. Small 
sub-samples are taken by systematic selection and 
released for processing. Sub-samples are taken and 
processed until a desired sample size of completed 
interviews is achieved. However, once a sub-sample is 
released for processing, the entire sub-sample is 


processed. 


The sample design is more economical to execute than 
computer generated random numbers. Computer generated 


numbers contain a much greater percentage of unusable 


numbers, and more interview time is required. However, 
the Be ati population reflects the distribution of 
renter telephone exchanges rather than the true geogra- 
phical distribution of renters. Only minor distortions 
are likely to result due to sample design, and cost 


advantages outweigh statistical considerations. 
Call Back Procedures 


All telephone numbers were tried at least once during 
weekday working hours. Non-answering numbers were 
alloted nine call-backs distributed across various times 
and days. Evening and Saturday morning interviewing 
times were included. Individual numbers could receive 
up to 27 call-backs if numbers are alternately busy and 
non-answering. Refusals were recontacted by specially 


trained interviewers. 


Completion Rates 
A total of 30,962 telephone numbers were sampled. 


Of the total: 30,962 


8,796 numbers were unusable (non-working, 
non-residential, etc.). 22,166 


13,574 numbers did not qualify (owners, 
government subsidized rent, etc.) 8,592 


3,467 numbers were non-completions. 
(Refusals, language problems, not 
at home, etc.) Within the non com- 
pletion group, 1,870 numbers were 
estimated to be non-qualifiers, 
Such as owners. yy te 


The overall completion rate was 76.3% (5,126 com- 

pletions divided by 6,722 sampled rental units). Rates in 
individual cities ranged from 66.2% in Toronto to 82.23% 

in Sudbury. These rates include an adjustment for the 
number of non-qualifiers where tenure status could not 


be determined. 


Estimate Precision 

All statistics in the report were derived from a sample 
of all rental units. Reported statistics will vary some- 
what from the true values obtained if all units were 
measured. Consequently, sample statistics are better 
interpreted as ranges of probable values. The ranges 

are calculated as the sample statistics plus and minus 


some value. 


The ranges are interpreted as a set of values that is 
almost certain to contain the true value*, and estimate 
precision is nothing more than the width of the range. 
Sample statistics from the centre of ranges, even if the 
values are near the sample statistics, are no better 
estimates of true values than values near the end of 


ranges. 


* The technical term is confidence interval, and all 
ranges reported are calculated to 95%. A 5% chance 
that true values fall outside ranges is present. If 
a 10% risk of error is acceptable, the ranges would 
be slightly narrower. 


For example, a decision may depend on whether average 
rents in Hamilton reached $230. The sample average is 
$232 but $230 is included in the precision range. 
$226.3 is the lower bound, and $229 is aS good an 
estimate of the true average as $232. The sample 
statistic does not have enough precision to determine 
if Hamilton average rents are less than or greater than 


$230 unless a large risk of error is accepted. 


Table 4.2 gives the precision associated with percentage 
estimates found in the report, and Table 4.3 gives the 


precision of average rent levels by bedroom count. 


Precision of Average and Median Percent Rent Increases 
The precision of medians can be stated only in special 
conditions. Generally the precision is very high when 
medians fall in areas where a high density of cases 

exists. Only Sudbury and Thunder Bay show medians in 


areas where a relatively low proportion of cases exists. 


The precision for average percent rent increases includ- 
ing zero increase cases should not be considered. The 
precision is extremely low. The precision of averages 


including no increase cases is generally less than by 0.25%. 


Comparison of Sample Statistics 

Appropriate tests were calculated, and generally the 
terms “substantial difference or genuine difference" 

used in the text indicates significant test results. 
Statistics presented in Italte type imply comparisons 
that do not achieve significance. The particular 

tests calculated follow typical usage, but non-parametric 


tests were used for percent rent increase distributions. 
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TABLE 4.2 


APPROXIMATE PRECISION OF PERCENTAGE ESTIMATES 


(In Percentage points at 95% Confidence Level) 


Oo Lami. Di newline ouirare 


Percentage 
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* Approximations cannot be made. 


Example: 

Table 3.1 indicates that 29.8% of Toronto tenants, who 
have elevators in their buildings, reported a breakdown 
of elevator services within the past year. The approxi- 
mate precision is obtained by selecting the value (4.6) 


at the intersection of the 30% estimate row and 400 


sample size column. The approximate estimate precision 
is 29.38 z 4.6%, and only a 5% chance exists that the 
true percentage is not between 25.2% and 34.4%. Of 
course, the range is smaller if one is willing to risk 


a greater than 5% chance of error. 
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